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Administrators are averse to confronting incompetence 
for a variety of reasons, most important of which is the 
lack of a consensual definition of good teaching. They 
believe that the lack of definition of what constitutes 
good teaching renders confrontation useless because their 
own definition may not stand up in a hearing or action. 
Administrators would be more likely to confront 
incompetent teachers if they believed that there were 
criteria that would stand up in a hearing. 
The purpose of the study is to provide specific 
criteria that administrators will perceive as consensual 
and well-grounded. Criteria for certification of teachers 
usually includes certain teacher behaviors that must be 
successfully demonstrated. If these teacher behaviors can 
be shown to relate to those teacher behaviors that have 
stood up in a dismissal case, it follows that teacher 
behaviors in certification requirements constitute a 
consensual, well-grounded definition. 
iv 
A content analysis of successful and failed dismissal 
cases for teacher incompetence in New England since World 
War II was made. Also, a content analysis of 
certification criteria in Massachusetts, Connecticut, 
Vermont, and New Hampshire was made. The data collected 
from the content analyses were applied to a non-parametric 
correlation study, specifically, the chi-square test of 
significance, using a 2x2 table. 
The results of the chi-square test show a 
significance of the relationship posed in the hypothesis: 
that teacher behaviors in state certification criteria do 
constitute a consensual definition of competent teaching. 
This consensuality derives from the shown relationship 
between teacher behaviors cited in successful dismissal 
proceedings and in certification criteria. 
Principals ought to use teacher behaviors in 
certification criteria when remediating incompetent 
teachers. If they do, and the teacher improves, dismissal 
is not necessary. If the teacher does not improve, then 
the probability of successful dismissal is high. However, 
revocation of certification is a better alternative to 
dismissal because it is more likely to succeed, is less 
expensive, and avoids local meddling. 
v 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Prevalence of Inadequate Learning Outcomes 
According to the College Board, as reported in The 
Executive Educator, scores on the SAT have remained 
virtually static and are still below the average of twenty 
years ago. Part of this is due to increasing numbers of 
disadvantaged students who now take the test and didn't 
take it twenty years ago; however their scores have 
increased dramatically, thus diluting the elitist argument 
that it is the minorities who are keeping scores down. 
Education USA reported that the NEAP confirms the 
College Board's findings. Based on tests of writing and 
reading of 9, 13, and 17 year olds, achievement has shown 
little improvement since 1971 except among blacks. 
Other stories likewise point out a shocking lack of 
knowledge among high school graduates. For example, a 
1985 WNEV-TV social studies quiz revealed that of 539 
Boston area seniors, 71% couldn't name the six New England 
states, 56% couldn't list the past five presidents, and 
33% couldn't locate the U.S. on a world map (Sahl & Handy, 
1987). The results of the 1992 NEAP showed that less than 
10% of high school students could interpret a train 
schedule! Parents in Florida have sued a school district 
for granting a diploma to their son whom they claim to be 
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illiterate. A survey recently released by the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce's Center for Workforce Preparation & 
Quality Education, said that 75% of Americans thought the 
public school system was failing to prepare students for 
jobs now available in the work force. The poll also 
showed that 58% of adults surveyed felt their own local 
schools were doing a fair or poor job preparing students 
for work. Evaluations are higher for college bound 
students. Forty-seven percent say preparation for college 
in local schools is good to excellent. 
A response to such stories and the perception that 
America's schools were in a sorry state was the reform 
movement of the past decade. Reform focused on graduation 
requirements, on the length of the school day, and on 
merit pay, and generally called for better accountability. 
Although the intent was noble, the result was disastrous. 
State education departments, superintendents, and 
principals exerted tremendous pressure to improve student 
performance through dropout prevention programs, tutor 
programs for seniors in danger of non-graduation, special 
programs for bilingual students, and programs that tracked 
low performing students (Heller, 1989). Teachers 
succumbed to this pressure by diluting curricula and 
lowering standards, causing more to pass but more to know 
less (Rauchet, 1992). The reason for this disaster 
(Cavazos, 1989) rests with the reactionary, piecemeal 
implementation of reform recommendations on the part of 
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state education departments and school committees. The 
lack of expertise on the part of supervisors also did not 
help. The sad conclusion is that despite the magnitude of 
the issue of educational reform and the attendant 
provision of resources to reform, evidence shows that 
reform has not occurred (Cavazos, 1990; Gerstner, 1989; 
Heller, 1989). 
The Relationship of Learning Outcomes to Teacher 
Competence 
Teacher competence plays a critical role in the 
learning process. The variables that influence the 
teaching-learning process are complex and numerous (Fiske, 
1987). These variables range from the student's own 
ability, motivation, and health, to the family's 
structure, values, and income, to society's expectations 
and changing values. According to A Nation at Risk (1983) 
and A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century 
(1985) the ability of the teacher is the most significant 
variable in the process of improving instruction. Not 
only are teachers the pivotal element in American 
education (Boyer, 1985; Gross, 1988), but also teacher 
competence is the one variable that holds the most promise 
for improving learning outcomes (Stabile, 1987). He 
cautions that blaming society, parents, and students is 
understandable but not productive because to say a problem 
can't be resolved until society, parents, and students 
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change is another way of saying the problem never will be 
solved. 
Chances are that most parents will answer that the 
one thing most central to excellent schooling is not the 
building, athletic teams, textbooks, or curriculum, but 
who the teacher is and how he or she teaches children 
(Cuban, 1992). The 1991 Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll of 
the public's attitudes toward public education stated that 
in choosing a school, people ranked quality of the 
teaching staff as first. 
The ramifications of competence mentioned above 
permeate the many recent reform reports (A Nation At Risk. 
1983; A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century, 
1985), all of which agree that American education is in a 
sad state. On this point, the conclusion is that the 
teacher-student relationship is the locus for initiating 
change (Sizer, 1984; Gross, 1988). 
Perception of the Prevalence of Incompetent Teachers 
The reform initiatives of the past decade criticized 
teacher preparation and teacher selection. The reform 
report recommendations and the more than 1,000 legislative 
initiatives to improve education scrupulously avoided 
direct criticism of teachers. There was recommendation to 
change teacher preparation programs and to change 
certification requirements. Such recommendations 
insinuate that teachers need better training and practice. 
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Reference to the pool of teachers who have not been well- 
trained and who do not have qualification was obvious but 
not stated. Instead, merit pay was suggested as the way 
to insure teaching competence. Since 1969, the Gallup 
organization has conducted an annual poll of the public's 
attitudes toward the public schools (Elam, 1978). The 
results of these surveys are painfully consistent; public 
school parents express serious concerns about the quality 
of teaching in their local schools. For thirteen 
consecutive years, public school parents have identified 
this particular problem as one of the biggest problems 
facing the schools in their community. Of the ten 
problems listed in the Gallup surveys, teaching quality is 
consistently ranked third or fourth; only once does it 
drop as low as seventh. On one occasion, 45 percent of 
the public school parents indicated that there were 
teachers in the local schools who should be fired. The 
most frequently cited reason for this drastic action was 
incompetence; it equaled all other reasons, such as drugs, 
discipline, and budgets combined (Bridges, 1984). 
The quality of the teaching force is of even greater 
concern to school administrators. Surveys conducted by 
the American Association of School Administrators show 
that teacher incompetence ranks as the third most serious 
administrative problem. In 1977, 42 percent of 1,728 
responding districts said staff dismissal and incompetence 
had become serious problems. When asked to estimate the 
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proportion of their teachers who were unsatisfactory 
performers, school administrators cited figures ranging 
from 5 to 15 percent (Neill & Custis, 1978). 
Barriers to Confronting Incompetent Teachers 
Although the incompetent teacher must be identified 
and remediated or dismissed, this has not been done in any 
fair and reasonable way for a number of reasons (Bridges, 
1984). 
First, there is very little agreement as to what 
constitutes good teaching. Gross' studies in 1988 among 
schools in New York state revealed that empirical evidence 
concerning the most fundamental aspects of teaching and 
learning is clearly lacking. Further, research shows that 
valid and reliable assessment of teacher competence is 
lacking, but that acceptable standards are just beginning 
to emerge (Bridges & Groves, 1984; Clear & Box, 1985). 
Second, there is widespread negative attitude toward 
evaluation. Stufflebeam (1988) states that the reputation 
of evaluation as a means of assuring quality in education 
is more negative than any other area in education. The 
literature is replete with substantiation that community 
groups, policy boards, and educators consider evaluation 
standards either missing or superficial (Scriven, 1983), 
that teachers are resistant to evaluation because of its 
subjectivity, unreliability, bias, and irrelevancy (Soar, 
Medley, & Cocker, 1983), and that the public views 
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existing evaluation systems as illogical, simplistic, 
unfair, and unproductive (Darling-Hammond, 1983). 
Third, there are common practices and cultural values 
that hinder the judgment of incompetence. These include 
school committees' fear of litigation costs and outcomes, 
school committees' abuses (Bridges & Groves, 1984), union 
representation in adversarial proceedings (Knezevich, 
1984), and teacher distaste for reporting peers (Andrews & 
Knight, 1986). School committees are wary of dismissal 
proceedings because of the high costs of litigation, the 
risk of not prevailing, and adverse public reaction. 
These factors frequently outweigh the decision to identify 
incompetence, especially if a teacher is near retirement. 
Common alternatives to dismissal are periodic transfers 
within the system, elevation to a non-teaching position, 
and pressure to resign, in which case a good reference is 
usually given. 
Another reason school committees are hesitant is for 
purely selfish and politically expedient reasons such as 
favoritism, sycophancy, nepotism, and extortion. In these 
cases the incompetent teacher is simply condoned. 
Teacher unions, originally formed to correct the 
paternalistic practices of school committees, are now 
boxed into practices that also appear to condone 
incompetence. Unions, by statute and by practice, are 
obligated to represent a member in an adversarial 
proceeding, regardless of the circumstance. Unions have 
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had years of experience with botched dismissal 
proceedings; they vigorously insist upon both proper 
procedural and substantive grounds. These obligations, 
necessary as they are, act to protect the incompetent 
teacher. Also, unions must maintain membership to have 
strength. Winning a dismissal proceeding contributes much 
more to membership maintenance than does losing a 
dismissal proceeding, irrespective of the grounds. 
The idea of siding with management and/or being disloyal 
to another member is repugnant to both unions and 
individual teachers. Also, many administrators consider 
that criticism of subordinates is disloyal to the 
organization. This attitude detracts from prompt, 
decisive action to root out incompetency. 
Fourth, the competence of school administrators 
varies widely. Competent administrators are hampered by 
the problems of effectively measuring teacher performance 
as well as by the cultural hindrances mentioned above. 
Worse, incompetent administrators and administrators with 
little resolve seldom try to identify, remediate, or 
terminate incompetent teachers. 
In addition to the barriers mentioned above, the term 
incompetence is not clear and needs explanation. 
Definitions 
Central to a discussion of effective assessment of 
teacher competence is the need for a definition. Only 
Alaska and Tennessee define incompetence in their 
statutes: 
the inability or the unintentional or 
intentional failure to perform the teacher's 
customary teaching duties in a satisfactory 
manner (Alaska Education Code, Section 14-20- 
170) . 
being incapable; lacking adequate power, 
capacity or ability to carry out the duties and 
responsibilities of the position (Tennessee Code 
Annotated, 49-1401). 
New York State decisions have formally defined 
incompetent teachers as: 
so lacking in ability, skill, and training and 
their proper use and employment in (their) 
profession that (they) cannot perform (their) 
assigned duties (New York State Education Law, 
Section 3012) . 
One can appreciate that these definitions rest on the 
word ’'duties" but do not even define those duties, much 
less define them in any objective way. New York State 
policy states that to sustain a charge of incompetence it 
must be proved that a teacher: 
is so incompetent that he or she is unable to 
further the educational development of students 
assigned to his or her classroom and there is no 
likelihood that competence will improve (Matter 
of Board of Education of Dundee Central School 
District., 21 Ed. Dept. Rep. 731, 1982). 
The vagueness of "further the educational 
development" is astounding. The point made in the 
research of Bridges and Groves (1984), Gross (1988), and 
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Stufflebeam ((1988) is that competence can only be defined 
in the framework of the connection between what a teacher 
is supposed to do and whether that can be objectively 
assessed. That has escaped us for a long time. Redfern 
(1972) and Mitzal (1960) reported that before 1965, "no 
standards exist which are commonly agreed upon as the 
criteria of teacher effectiveness." Knezevich (1984) 
acknowledged that there were great strides in improving 
evaluation during the 1970's, but objective evaluation of 
teaching effectiveness is still a stiff challenge today. 
A definition of competence is the essence, the very 
basis, of an effective assessment of competence. 
According to Frels, Cooper and Regan (1984), there cannot 
be a fair assessment of teaching performance without 
identifying and defining what is to be measured in the 
assessment process. Even though there has been no 
consensus among teaching professionals as to what 
constitutes competent teaching performance (Gross, 1988), 
there is empirical research on teaching effectiveness that 
can be used to build a definition (Bridges & Groves, 
1985) . 
There are a number of terms that describe teacher 
behavior as inefficient, ineffective, inadequate, 
unsatisfactory, or incompetent. Despite the lack of a 
consensual definition, incompetent is different from the 
other terms. An incompetent teacher is to be 
differentiated from an inefficient teacher; whereas an 
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inefficient teacher is one who could become satisfactory 
after proper remediation, an incompetent teacher is one 
who could not or would not improve despite genuine, 
reasonable remediation (Gross, 1988). 
Certification is somewhat related to competence. All 
states require a degree and certain courses, but in 
addition, most states specify certain behaviors in which a 
candidate must demonstrate proficiency. For example, 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Vermont 
specify that a candidate must frame questions to encourage 
inquiry, must have clear goals for student learning, must 
evaluate student learning to improve instruction, and must 
maintain appropriate standards of behavior. The usual 
procedure for demonstrating this proficiency is through 
the practice teaching process. The college and the critic 
teacher collaborate to "certify" that the candidate has 
demonstrated proficiency. The college then recommends 
that the individual be certified. In some cases, an 
internship, or on-the-job training, may be used in lieu of 
the practice teaching experience. The school principal, 
then, is usually the one to certify to the state that the 
candidate is proficient. Some states confirm this 
proficiency by way of examinations for certification. 
Some states are contemplating periodic tests to insure 
ongoing proficiency. 
The presumption may arise that if one is certified, 
one must be qualified or competent. There is considerable 
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evidence to the contrary. For example, the National 
Science Board draws the distinction that a qualified 
teacher is one adequately prepared to teach the subject 
whereas a certified teacher is one licensed to teach the 
subject, even if unqualified and licensed on an emergency 
basis. Analysis of the functions of licensure systems 
suggests that such systems are often contradictory; the 
three functions of creating supply, constructing 
categories of competence, and inventing conceptions of 
quality are difficult to reconcile (Sykes, 1987). Also, 
there are licensure standards besides successfully 
demonstrated teacher behaviors. Among these are a degree, 
certain courses, moral turpitude, and freedom from 
disease. There is no intention herein to suggest the use 
of lack of certification as prima facie evidence of 
incompetence. Before any action to terminate an allegedly 
incompetent teacher, school authorities must give the 
teacher a chance to improve. 
Remediation 
Remediation is the practice of helping a teacher 
whose performance is below standard to improve. 
Remediation strategies must be fair and appropriate and 
carried out in a collegial, genuine way. Remediation must 
not be used to intimidate nor to induce a teacher to 
resign. However, when sincere remediation does not result 
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in the improvement of the teacher, then the teacher may be 
judged to be incompetent. 
Remediation practices and the effectiveness of 
remediation are also subject to the vagaries of the lack 
of a consensual definition of good teaching. Toward this 
end, researchers have found that high goals for teaching 
excellence have to be stressed, valid evaluation devices 
used by well-trained personnel have to be in place, and 
cooperation in the remediation process on the part of 
school committees, supervisors, teachers, and their unions 
must be a priority. 
Remediation is also part of the process. Before an 
employee may be dismissed for incompetence, the employee 
must be given the chance to improve. If remediation was 
faulty, then dismissal is not likely to be upheld. 
Termination is inextricably tied to remediation. 
Remediation varies from district to district, so criteria 
for judging its effectiveness also vary. Definitions of 
incompetence vary from state to state and among districts 
in states. Case law is not clear on what constitutes 
grounds for incompetence for these reasons. Facing a 
dismissal proceeding is very threatening. There is a 
profound need for establishing teaching competence 
criteria that are valid, easily accessible, and not costly 
to use, and that can be used for remediation. Should 
remediation not work, these same criteria should then be 
used as the basis for termination. 
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Statement of the Problem 
Not only does the ineffective remediation of 
ineffective teachers fail to lead to the redemption of 
many who could improve, but also, worse, it provides a 
poor basis for terminating those who cannot or will not 
improve. 
Confronting incompetent teachers is avoided mostly 
because administrators have the impression that most 
attempts to either remediate or terminate ineffective 
teachers are doomed to failure. However, it is asserted 
that such attempts typically fail, in part, because the 
implicit or explicit criteria used for defining effective 
teaching is usually not grounded to consensual concepts of 
effective teaching. 
Significance of the Problem 
The significance of the harm that incompetent 
teachers wreak has many dimensions. On the one hand are 
serious long-term societal implications. On the other 
hand are short and long-term implications for the public 
school institution. 
Poorly educated students represent a decline of a 
civilization (Bloom, 1988). Increasing numbers of 
American students will become illiterate and semi-literate 
citizens, unable to improve their standard of living, 
unable effectively to raise their children, and unable to 
be productive members of society. Increasing numbers of 
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American students will not realize their full potential as 
citizens and will be unable to provide the leadership and 
exercise the technological skills necessary for the 
nation's survival. A general intellectual malaise will 
prevail that will contribute to subjectiveness, to a 
social scene of unpredictable behaviors, and to the 
disintegration of social institutions. 
The institution of education is already under attack 
not only by citizens, politicians, academicians, 
businessmen, and the clergy, but also by students and 
teachers. Incompetent teachers significantly contribute 
to the poor image these people have of education. Parents 
and teachers know firsthand of the incompetent teachers 
and are astounded that these incompetents continue to 
teach. Business leaders are especially impatient over the 
way poor teaching is condoned. Politicians are enacting 
legislation to abolish tenure. Teacher preparation 
requirements have been increased. 
Whether the underlying perceptions are valid is not 
the point. The point is that incompetent teachers create 
a public mind-set about teachers in general (even the good 
ones) that when combined with other factors, has resulted 
in public rejection of funding for schools. If the 
non—funding resulted in the elimination of incompetent 
teachers, that would be great. It does not; instead, other 
worthy programs and personnel are eliminated. This 
misapplication of resources has a definite adverse effect 
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on teachers and administrators as a whole. At a time when 
attitudes supporting restructuring and change are so 
direly needed, retrenching, resistance, and the like, are 
occurring. 
It is especially harmful when students are forced to 
experience an incompetent teacher. When one considers 
that a student has about six or seven teachers at the 
elementary level and about thirty or forty at the 
secondary level, one can see that there is a good chance 
of having an incompetent instructor somewhere during their 
school experience. 
Whereas scope and seguence are embodied in most 
curricula, it is evident that a one-year gap in any 
learning area will influence later success. Also, 
students are developing as social beings apart from their 
academic endeavors. Any lapse from proper example or 
nurturing can have considerable impact on a student's 
growth and development. The impact of condoning 
incompetence has a significant effect on morale. 
Competent teachers are demoralized to be associated with 
incompetent colleagues and are angry over having to 
compensate for the failure of incompetent teaching. 
Incompetent teaching results in low student achievement 
that later will reguire remediation. The costs of the 
remediation of students are considerable and escalating. 
Currently, changing family roles and social 
expectations have thrust additional requirements on the 
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public schools at a time of dwindling material resources. 
This requires more competent teaching. The process of 
improving competent teachers to become expert is slow and 
expensive (Streifer, 1990). Unsatisfactory teachers must 
be identified and remediated. Those who cannot or will 
not improve must be terminated. 
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CHAPTER 2 
BACKGROUND 
Purpose 
The purpose of this review is to survey the 
literature related to the concepts inherent in the problem 
statement and in the study design. The major topics 
addressed are: 
definitions of incompetence 
teacher behaviors that constitute competent teaching 
remediation 
administrator avoidance of confronting incompetence 
teacher behaviors in certification criteria 
Scope 
A literature review generally conforming to the steps 
stated in Borg and Gall's Educational Research, 4th 
Edition, Chapter 5 (Reviewing the Literature) was 
completed in 1993. The key words and phrases selected to 
locate information on the topic were: competence, 
incompetence, teacher competence and incompetence, teacher 
effectiveness, teacher evaluation, remediation, dismissal, 
certification, decertification, teacher burnout, and 
teaching learning outcomes. 
The strategy for this search was to research RIE and 
CIJE as far back as 1969, and EDUCATION INDEX as far back 
as 1929. In addition, SSIE, State Education Journal 
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Index, Business Education Index, Educational 
Administration Abstracts, Review Of Educational Research. 
Review Of Research In Education, Encyclopedia Of 
Educational Research, Second Handbook Of Research On 
Teaching, Dissertation Abstracts International, 
Comprehensive Dissertation Index, Master's Thesis In 
Education, Social Science Index were searched. The data 
bases selected were ERIC, COMP PISS Index, and SSIE Social 
Science Search. After selecting descriptors for each of 
the data bases, successive searches were conducted with 
different configurations of the descriptors. A full text 
searching of pertinent resources followed. 
In addition to the formal search described above, 
pertinent articles in professional journals were evaluated 
and collected. Related information was collected from 
presentations at educational conferences and seminars. 
The references that provide the basis for the problem 
statement are Managing the Incompetent Teacher/ by E. M. 
Bridges and B. Groves of Stanford, 1984, and Teachers on 
Trial, by J. A. Gross of Cornell, 1988, both of which 
focus on the problem of teacher incompetence. Bridges 
(1984) specifies a particular plan for confrontation of 
incompetent teachers and Gross urges an all-out effort to 
acquire the evidence needed to determine what constitutes 
good teaching and how to achieve and measure it. That is 
what The Personnel Evaluation Standards, by Daniel 
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Stufflebeam, 1988, is all about: a guide for assessing or 
developing systems for evaluating educational personnel. 
Literature 
A literature review of definitions of incompetence, 
teacher behaviors associated with competence, remediation 
of teachers, and the prevalance of avoicing the 
confronting of incompetence follows. Also following is a 
review of the teacher behaviors found in existing 
certification criteria. 
Definitions of Incompetence 
Many writers assert that only two states have 
statutory definitions of teacher incompetence. Although 
Alaska and Tennessee have definitions, no criteria or 
standards for determining incompetent classroom 
performance exist (Bridges & Groves, 1984). The 
definitions are generalized and vague and do not specify 
teacher acts that are considered incompetent (Shackleford, 
1982) . 
Bridges (1984) states that courts have not 
specified criteria by which to judge incompetence except 
for Michigan. Gross (1988) reports that in New York State 
decisions to determine incompetence were not based on a 
definition nor a classification of behaviors. Pinckley 
(1980) provides several examples of court attempts at 
defining incompetency. Her conclusion is that courts view 
incompetency as a relative term and decide on the basis of 
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what school boards set as standards; therefore, different 
definitions of incompetency have been accepted. Jones' 
(1985) study of teacher incompetence in Illinois verifies 
that courts have been vague about what is meant by teacher 
incompetence. Oswald (1989) quotes Batagiannis (1985), 
Harper and Gannon (1981), Munnelly (1979), and Roth (1984) 
in pointing out that courts are reluctant to substitute 
their judgment in place of school boards on so highly 
subjective an area as incompetence. In Massachusetts, 
several cases resulted in the principle that reviewing 
boards, such as the Massachusetts Retirement Board, and 
appeals courts may not impose their own standards of 
incompetence, rather, that is specifically reserved to 
school committees (Ruthfield, 1985). Finally, even the 
U.S. Supreme Court proposes that incompetence is a 
relative term without technical meaning, resulting in 
broad interpretation and definition (Shackleford, 1982). 
A legal memorandum produced by the NASSP in 1984 
summarizes: 
The courts have been reluctant to define the 
term incompetence. Instead, they have chosen to 
make determinations on incompetence based on the 
facts unique to each case. A review of 
appellate court decisions rendered during the 
past thirty years reveals that the courts have 
permitted school boards to use a broad 
interpretation of incompetence. The conditions 
or behaviors that have successfully been applied 
to incompetence fall into four general 
categories: inadequate teaching, poor 
discipline, physical or mental disability, and 
counterproductive personality traits. (p. 1) 
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Research in effective teaching behaviors is beginning 
to emerge (Gross, 1988). However, most writings specify 
teaching behaviors that constitute competence. Because of 
the lack of statutory definitions of incompetence and 
because courts defer to school boards for determination of 
teaching standards, Pinckley (1980) cautions about using 
the negative of competence for incompetence: 
Incompetency has been considered as the reverse 
of competency for a teacher who has passed the 
probationary period of employment. Even that 
approach has its dangers, however. Johnson 
(Note 3) cautioned against the use of 
competencies to define incompetency for pre¬ 
service teachers. He said that there was a 
zero-point between the two terms, competency and 
incompetency, which accounts for those who are 
not yet competent. Such caution should extend 
to the evaluation of teachers of long 
experience, as well, because the guestion of 
opportunity for remediation offered to a teacher 
is subject to judicial review (McMahon, 1969). 
Any definition derived by reversing specific 
competencies from the positive to the negative 
should be stipulated, therefore, to apply only 
to those teachers whose experience includes 
opportunities to develop competencies or to 
remediate specific weaknesses. (p. 20) 
Several listings of teacher behaviors that result in 
effective teaching, or competence, have been offered. The 
recurring behaviors among the listings are the ability to 
maintain classroom discipline, the ability to communicate, 
the knowledge of subject matter, the ability to evaluate 
student performance, and the ability to plan and execute a 
lesson (Sweeney, 1982). Student gains and student 
knowledge of subject matter are seldom proposed (Karagan, 
1981). 
22 
Despite the extensiveness of studies (Pinckley, 1980) 
on the proposition that teacher behavior is the 
appropriate evidence to use in evaluating teacher 
competence, several writers have cast doubt on the 
validity of some studies (Sweeney, 1982) and do recommend 
the development of such criteria. On the other hand, 
(Bridges, 1980) asserts that criteria for judging 
competence are beginning to emerge. 
Teacher Behaviors that Constitute Competent Teaching 
Generally, studies of teacher behaviors fall into two 
categories: those that represent competence and those 
that represent incompetence. The listings that follow are 
extracted from the most recent dissertations on teacher 
incompetence. 
Scriven (1983) developed a list of professional 
duties that Bridges (1984) contends should be used as a 
basis for determining teacher performance as competent. 
These duties are worded as teacher behaviors: 
1. Demonstrate knowledge of subject matter; 
2. Design instruction; 
3. Select and create materials; 
4. Construct tests; 
5. Grade or mark students' performance; 
6. Provide information to students about their 
achievements; 
7. Provide information to administrators; 
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8. Provide information to parents, guardians, and 
authorities; 
9. Use resources; 
10. Communicate effectively; 
11. Manage the classroom; 
12. Engage in self-evaluation and development; 
13. Render service to the profession; and 
14. Acquire and use knowledge of the school and 
community. 
Medley (1983) lists teacher competencies that 
correlate with effectiveness in teaching: 
1. Gathers and uses data relating to individual 
differences among students; . . . 
2. Organizes pupils, resources and materials for 
effective instruction; . . . 
3. Demonstrates ability to communicate effectively 
with students; . . . 
4. Assists students in using a variety of relevant 
communication techniques; . . . 
5. Assists students in dealing with their 
misconceptions and confusions, using relevant 
clues and techniques; . . . 
6. Responds appropriately to coping behavior of 
students; . . . 
7. Uses a variety of methods and materials to 
stimulate and promote pupil learning; . . . 
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8. Promotes self-awareness and positive self- 
concepts in students; . . . 
9. Reacts with sensitivity to the needs and 
feelings of others; . . . 
10. Engages in personal and professional growth; 
• • • 
11. Works effectively with pupils, parents, 
colleagues, community, and educational 
administration of school system. 
The Georgia Department of Education uses a set of 
generic competencies developed by Johnson and Bauch 
(Pinckley, 1980) in 1970 for testing of pre-service 
teachers: 
1. instructing. 
2. providing the learning environment, 
3. managing instruction. 
4. planning, 
5. evaluating learners, 
6. improving the instructional program, 
7. being a professional. 
Since the competencies were generic, specific indicators 
were developed to test each competency. 
The most recent compilation of the minimal 
job performance skills of a successful teacher is 
found in Cureton's (1990) paper: 
To supervise students including making decisions 
on procedure at a technical level; to examine 
and evaluate data about things and/or people; to 
start, stop, control, and adjust various 
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machines and equipment designed to help them 
accomplish their task; to perform ordinary 
arithmetic, algebraic, and geometric procedures 
in standard practical applications; to have 
language ability to conduct opinion research 
surveys and write routine correspondence 
reflecting standard procedures; and to have 
knowledge of a field of study dealing with 
abstractions as well as concrete variables. (p. 
x) 
Bridges' (1984) research on managing the incompetent 
teacher showed that the personnel decisions of 
administrators in terminating poor teachers were based on 
the following behaviors: 
1. failure to maintain discipline, 
2. failure to treat students properly, 
3. failure to impart subject matter effectively, 
4. failure to accept teaching advice from 
superiors, 
5. failure to demonstrate mastery of the subject 
matter being taught, and 
6. failure to produce the intended or desired 
results in the classroom. 
Schackleford (1982) summarizes specific 
categories of incompetence: 
During the time from 1958 to 1969 an incompetent 
teacher was legally defined as an educator who 
has not obtained appropriate certification to 
teach and/or lacks an adequate knowledge of 
subject matter. In addition, an incompetent 
teacher may also be unable to provide designated 
instruction due to his inability to plan 
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adequately, his physical/mental incapacity 
and/or his ineffectiveness in controlling 
student behavior. Finally, the teacher may also 
exhibit conduct unbecoming a competent teacher 
by his refusal to obey school regulations, his 
inability to get along with his peers, his 
failure to answer questions of an administrative 
superior, and/or his conviction of a specified 
crime. 
New's (1981) study of incompetent teachers in 
Arkansas lists six behaviors that show teacher 
incompetence: 
1. where the teacher lacks proper knowledge of the 
subject, 
2. where the teacher is unable to maintain 
discipline, 
3. where the teacher has physically mistreated 
students, 
4. where valid rules and regulations have been 
broken, 
5. where the teacher is unable to get along with 
school officials due to his own fault or 
inadequacies, 
6. where the teacher's students consistently scored 
low scholastically. 
Oswald's (1984) dissertation on teacher incompetency 
in New Jersey compiled the frequency of specific charges 
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for incompetency. The categorization was very 
comprehensive: 
PROFESSIONAL FAILURE 
Poor teaching methods 
Failure to perform class duties 
Poor student discipline 
Poor lesson plans 
Poor classroom management 
Failure to complete curriculum assignments 
No homework assignments 
Failure to meet individual needs 
Poor evaluation of student progress 
Poor motivational techniques 
Poor communication 
Insufficient time on instruction 
INSTITUTIONAL FAILURE 
Failure to correct deficiencies as suggested 
Failure to follow school schedule 
Failure to get permission to have class covered by 
someone 
Failure to return library materials 
Failure to be on duty (AWOL) 
Excessive tardiness 
Abusive use of sick leave 
Failure to adhere to grading procedures 
Failure to communicate with parents/administration 
Failure to attend conferences 
28 
Failure to prepare for substitutes 
Failure to turn in lesson plans 
Failure to follow district rules 
Failure to follow curriculum 
PRODUCTIVE FAILURE 
Failure to maintain appropriate classroom atmosphere 
Inability to develop pupil/teacher/parent 
relationships 
Failure to accomplish routine work 
Failure to provide students with time to cover 
materials 
Allowed dangerous, unruly conditions 
Larger failure rate than normal/less academic 
progress 
Failure to prepare students for subsequent classes 
Failure to keep student records/evaluation 
Failure to correct behavior problems 
PERSONAL FAILURE 
Physical instability 
Mental/emotional instability 
Poor judgment 
Excessive absenteeism 
Incoherent communications 
Failure to relate to staff 
Drug dependent 
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Van Horn's, (1982) analysis of criteria for 
incompetent teaching dismissals in Pennsylvania over a 31 
year period resulted in the following: 
Inadequate Teaching 
Mastery of subject matter 
Teaching skills and methods 
Student progress 
Motivation and rapport 
Classroom Discipline 
Insufficient discipline 
Excessive discipline 
Personality 
Lack of self-control 
Poor judgment 
Poor relations with others 
Unpatriotic behavior 
Disability 
Physical disability 
Mental disability 
These categorizations show many similarities. A 
study that extracted the most common teacher behaviors 
from among all available listings was not found. 
Remediation 
Remediation is an integral part of the dismissal for 
incompetence process. Numerous writers, basing their 
conclusions on court decisions, state that since 
remediation, a chance to improve is subject to review by 
30 
courts, it must be reasonable and genuine. Further, 
failure to improve as a result of effective remediation 
renders the incompetent teacher irremediably incompetent 
and therefore dismissible. Nevertheless, as necessary as 
remediation opportunity is, its success is questionable, 
especially for veteran teachers (Bridges, 1984; Jentz, 
1982; Wise, 1991). 
Illinois and Minnesota courts not only have ruled 
that a remediation period be provided but that the 
remediation period be reasonable (Van Horn, 1984). 
Kelleher (1985) states that teacher incompetence 
cannot be fairly alleged without first giving the teacher 
an extended period of a year or more to remedy his or her 
shortcomings under the supervision of a skilled evaluator. 
School boards must decide whether dismissal charges 
are remediable or irremediable before taking action 
because courts have made decisions on the issue of 
remediability. Van Horn (1982) goes on to say that most 
charges are remediable, requiring a notice and a 
reasonable period, but some charges are not remediable and 
action can be taken without notice. To be remediable, the 
charge must be of a nature that it could not have been 
corrected even with a warning and it must have had a 
damaging effect on students, family, or school. 
Remediable charges are considered irremediable when the 
teacher has not improved after a reasonable remediation 
period. 
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Courts expect that school boards will attempt to 
improve incompetent teaching before resorting to dismissal 
actions (Oswald 1989). Claxton (1988) asserts that school 
boards will survive a court challenge if these procedures 
are followed. 
Whereas the criteria set by school boards in 
dismissals for competence are not subject to judicial 
review, unless arbitrary and capricious, the opportunity 
for remediation is subject to judicial review (McMahon 
1979) . 
Gross (1988), who studied teacher incompetence in New 
York, states that: 
Yet, except in the most extreme cases, the 
success or failure of appropriate remediation 
efforts can be the most reliable evidence of 
teaching competence or incompetence. Because 
incompetence is defined as being incapable of 
performing the duties of a teacher and being 
incapable of improvement, incompetence cannot be 
determined (except in extraordinary situations) 
without systematic attempts at remediation and 
without assessing the results of those efforts. 
No panel has hesitated, however, to draw 
conclusions about a teacher's competence in the 
absence of such efforts. (p. 94) 
Although Bridges (1984) acknowledges the requirement 
to provide remediation before a dismissal action is 
brought, he states that remediation is more likely to 
change incompetence among beginning teachers. He believes 
that veteran staff are not likely to improve as a result 
of remediation because they attribute their failure to 
external causes, to inaccurate reports of performance, to 
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inept remediation itself. Bridges' summary of remediation 
efforts is succinct: 
The salvage stage apparently produces little 
improvement among the veteran teachers who are 
identified as at risk. Incompetent teachers 
rarely, if ever, are transformed from ugly 
ducklings into swans. The seeds of failure are 
sown early in the teacher's career. Having been 
fed heavy doses of ceremonial congratulations 
and double-talk for years, the incompetent 
teacher becomes defensive in the face of unmuted 
criticism and resists the behavioral 
specification that accompanies this criticism. 
Hampered by the lack of organizational resources 
and an adequate technology for diagnosing and 
remediating the poor performer, administrators 
are able to provide the incompetent teacher with 
only limited assistance in overcoming his/her 
shortcomings. Moreover, the possibility of 
future legal action stimulates administrators to 
withhold the kind of support that might 
facilitate improvement. It also prompts them to 
take actions (for example, extensive 
documentation, criticism, and behavioral 
specification) which are apt to intensify the 
teacher's anxiety and defensiveness. Even when 
the helping process is separated from the 
evaluation process, the results remain virtually 
the same. Success, if it occurs, seldom 
represents dramatic improvement. (p. 72) 
Administrator Avoidance of Confronting Incompetence 
Despite the fact that some administrators do face 
teacher incompetence and do succeed in dismissal 
proceedings, most administrators do not confront 
incompetent teachers. 
The major reason that administrators avoid 
confrontation is that they believe the criteria they might 
use will not withstand a challenge because a consensual 
definition of teacher competence is lacking. This is 
evident from the findings of several authors. Pinckley 
(1980) ranked by median the factors that inhibit 
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administrative recommendations for dismissal of allegedly 
incompetent teachers. Those rankings were based on 
administrators' perceptions: 
Time and resources necessary to evaluate and document 
evidence. 
Lack of support from superordinates. 
Uncertainty as to validity of evidence. 
Time and money costs of litigation. 
Perception that decisions may not be upheld by Tenure 
Commission or court system. 
Uncertainty as to procedures related to tenure law. 
Disturbance of staff harmony and morale. 
Self-perception as incompetent for not remediating 
teacher performance 
On the other hand, Oswald (1989) indicates that there 
is a reluctance to dismiss for incompetence because 
changes are hard to define and very subjective. She 
further states that administrators feel uncertain about 
court support and fear litigation. Bridges (1984) 
attributes the inclination of administrators to tolerate 
and protect, rather than confront, to situational factors 
as legal employment rights and difficulties inherent in 
evaluating incompetence, and to personal factors as the 
deeply-seated desire to avoid conflict and unpleasantness 
that often accompany criticism of others. Other studies 
that identified reasons for administrator reluctance to 
confront teacher incompetence were by Jones (1985), who 
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alleges administrator ineptness and ignorance and by 
Kelleher (1985), who alleges administrator conviction that 
they must protect themselves and others from negative 
information about job performance. 
Certification Criteria 
Several states' criteria for certification include 
teacher behaviors that constitute competent teaching. 
Some states' criteria do not include teacher behaviors but 
simply require a degree, certain course work, and a 
successful practical pre-service teaching experience. A 
few states now require passage of a written examination. 
Among the New England states, Maine and Rhode Island 
do not specify teacher behaviors that must be demonstrated 
for competency, hence certification. The certification 
regulations for Massachusetts, Connecticut, Vermont and 
New Hampshire were analyzed to develop a listing of 
teacher behaviors for each state (see Appendix A). 
Some writers have referred to certification in their 
studies of teacher competence. Speaking about 
certification in general, Arthur Wise, president of the 
National Council of Accreditation of Teacher Education, 
says: 
There can never be a profession of teaching 
until the public has a reason to trust teachers. 
And that trust will not develop until all 
teachers are well-educated and carefully 
licensed. Until that occurs, the current wave 
of education reform will not succeed. (p. 7) 
As early as 1975, the idea of competency-based 
teacher certification was being recommended even though it 
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was recognized that measuring teacher behaviors was a new 
process that needed validation (Van Sickle, 1975). 
Wallace's (1977) historical case study in the 
governance of teacher education in Oregon represents a 
trend in teacher certification practice. In 1973, the 
Oregon legislature vested full legal authority over 
teacher certification to practicing educators as is in the 
legal and medical professions. It is notable that in the 
last two decades Oregon has decertified educators for 
incompetence whereas other states have not. Wallace 
(1977) concludes, "successful or not, the pattern 
established in Oregon is becoming the model for 
professional governance in other states". 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY DESIGN 
Connection to Problem Statement 
Administrators are averse to confronting incompetence 
for a variety of reasons, most important of which is the 
lack of a consensual definition of good teaching. They 
believe that the lack of definition of what constitutes 
good teaching renders confrontation as useless because 
their own definition will not stand up in a hearing or 
action. Administrators would be more likely to confront 
incompetent teachers if they believed that there were 
available criteria that would stand up in a hearing. 
Purpose 
The purpose of the study is to provide specific 
criteria that administrators will perceive as consensual 
and well-grounded. Criteria for certification of teachers 
usually includes certain teacher behaviors that must be 
successfully demonstrated. If these teacher behaviors can 
be shown to relate to those teacher behaviors that have 
stood up in a dismissal case, it follows that teacher 
behaviors in certification reguirements constitute a 
consensual, well-grounded definition. Accordingly, I 
propose to test the following hypothesis: courts are 
likely to support or reject a school system's claim that 
published criteria for effective teaching constitute 
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legitimate grounds for dismissing a teacher on the basis 
of whether or not they are explicitly mentioned in the 
state's certification statutes. 
Collection of Data 
The data needed to test the hypothesis are the 
teacher behaviors cited in dismissal actions as the basis 
for incompetence and the teacher behaviors listed it the 
states' criteria for certification. 
A content analysis of successful and failed dismissal 
cases for teacher incompetence in New England since World 
War II was made. This period is generally regarded as the 
modern period in education as teachers gained many rights: 
emerging tenure after World War II, civil rights law 
(1953), infusion of federal money (1965), and collective 
bargaining (1960-1970). The analysis identified the 
teacher behaviors that were the basis for the charge of 
incompetence, inefficiency, ineffectiveness, or 
unsatisfactory performance. If more than one teacher 
behavior failure was alleged, all such failures were 
recorded in the data. Every teacher behavior identified 
and used in the content analysis did appear in the text of 
the dismissal proceeding and was either sustained or 
rejected in deciding the outcome. 
A content analysis of certification criteria in 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Vermont and New Hampshire was 
made. Maine and Rhode Island do not specify teacher 
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behaviors in certification criteria. The analysis was 
based on the teacher behaviors that successful applicants 
for certification must demonstrate. Only the teacher 
behaviors that are common among Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, Vermont and New Hampshire were used in the 
comparison. 
The data from the content analyses is to be applied 
to a table as follows: 
Table 1 
Variables in 2x2 Table, Chi-Square Test of Significance 
Criteria found 
in 
Certification 
Requirements 
Criteria not 
found in 
Certification 
Requirements 
Total 
Criteria 
were deemed 
to 
constitute 
legitimate 
grounds for 
dismissal 
A B A+B 
Criteria 
were not 
deemed to 
constitute 
legitimate 
grounds for 
dismissal 
C D C+D 
Total A+C B+D N 
Hypothesis 
The plan is to conduct a non-parametric correlation 
study, specifically, the chi—square test of significance, 
using a 2x2 table. The teacher behaviors in successful 
and unsuccessful dismissal proceedings will be grouped 
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according to whether they are found and not found in 
teacher certification criteria. In analyzing the grounds 
for dismissal in both sustained and rejected cases, any 
judgments based on procedural grounds will not be used in 
the data; that is, judgments based on such grounds as 
failure to meet timelines, failure to properly remediate, 
or failure to follow due process. Only the judgments 
based on substantive grounds will be used in the data; 
that is, judgments based on the grounds of whether or not 
specified teacher behaviors were demonstrated. 
The hypothesis is that there will be high freguencies 
in cells A and D and low frequencies in cells B and C. 
The formula to be used is: 
N{ [AD-BC] ~) 2 
y2 =___ 
(A+B) (C+D) (A + C) (B+D) 
If the chi-square is significant, the intent is to 
recommend the use of only the teacher behaviors in 
certification criteria as the basis for remediation. If 
remediation does not work then these teacher behaviors 
should be used as the basis for dismissal. 
Methods 
Teacher behaviors associated with incompetence were 
identified in both teacher dismissal cases and in state 
certification criteria for application to a chi-square to 
ascertain the significance of their relationship. 
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Teacher Behaviors in Dismissal Actions 
All dismissal cases for incompetence since 1946 in 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, were 
analyzed. Incompetence is differentiated from 
insubordination, from incapacitation, and from conduct 
unbecoming (moral turpitude). Incompetence may be 
identified as ineffectiveness or unsatisfactory 
performance or other classification related to teaching 
performance. The LEXIS system of retrieving case 
documentation was used. 
The LEXIS service is a full-text database in which 
the researcher can specify any word or combination of 
words. The system will search the complete text of stored 
documents and retrieve all documents in which the 
researcher's search words appear. Full-text searching is 
a novel form of research, different from conventional 
research techniques. Instead of using the categories and 
subcategories of a classification scheme to locate 
indexers' summaries of cases, the LEXIS searcher is 
concerned only with the actual language of the courts 
themselves. Case-finding is accomplished by matching 
search words with the words of the court opinions. Full- 
text searches can focus on elements that conventional 
indexes are not fine enough to catch, and, unlike 
conventional indexes, they can retrieve cases in which 
desired combinations of factors are present. 
41 
A search was made for any case which had the words 
dismissed and teacher within three words of one another. 
One hundred twenty cases emerged. The search was narrowed 
by another search limiting the cases to those that 
contained the words incompetence, inefficiency, 
ineffectiveness. incapacity, or unsatisfactory 
performance. Thirty-seven cases emerged. Each of these 
cases was thoroughly read to ascertain that, in fact, the 
charge was incompetence as defined herein. In those 
cases, the specific teacher behaviors cited as grounds 
were isolated and recorded for application to the 2x2 chi- 
square . 
Teacher Behaviors in State Certification Criteria 
The teacher behaviors in the various states are 
specified in different terminology. For example, failure 
to maintain discipline in one state's code may be stated 
as lack of control in another state's. Obviously, both of 
these specified behaviors could logically be grouped in 
the category failure to maintain order. 
It was decided to treat the data in two ways. One 
way of treating the data was to establish categories of 
teacher behaviors that were common among states. The 
reason for this is twofold. First, categorization is more 
workable for tabulation. As a teacher behavior is 
identified, it is associated with a category. Then the 
frequencies in each category are used when substituting in 
the 2x2 chi-square. Each state's frequencies can then be 
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compared. This enables a judgment about the validity of a 
category by showing (1) whether every state requires the 
particular teacher behavior and (2) in how many ways that 
teacher behavior is expressed. 
This categorization began by reviewing the listing of 
teacher behaviors in each states' certification criteria. 
After several reviews, categories began to emerge. These 
general categories are described in the Table 2. Each 
state's frequency of behaviors attributed to each of the 
general categories is recorded. 
It is noteworthy that categories in Table 2 do match 
up well with the several listings of teacher behaviors 
that constitute competence cited in the literature. 
All four states have teacher behaviors that are 
common to five of the ten categories. Three of four 
states have common teacher behaviors that comprise two 
categories. The remaining three categories are common to 
at least half of the four states. This preponderance of 
commonality gives validity to the categorization system as 
well representative of teacher certification criteria for 
teacher behavior in Connecticut, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire and Vermont. 
Another way of treating the data was a straight 
matching of teacher behaviors in successful and in 
unsuccessful dismissals with teacher behaviors found and 
not found in states' certification criteria (see Table 3). 
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Table 2 
Categories of Teacher Behaviors by State 
Categories CT MA NH VT TOTAL 
a. failure to plan the lesson 2 2 1 1 4 
b. failure to present lesson 14 2 10 3 29 
c. failure to provide 
appropriate psychological 
environment 3 1 1 6 11 
d. failure to provide 
appropriate physical 
environment 2 5 4 1 12 
e. failure to evaluate 
students, self, programs 1 5 3 2 11 
f. failure to maintain order 3 2 5 
g- failure to communicate 
effectively 2 5 1 8 
h. failure to exercise 
unbiased treatment of 
students 1 2 3 
• 
1. failure to demonstrate 
connection between theory 
and practice 3 1 2 6 
k. failure to interact with 
parents or community 1 1 1 3 
TOTALS 28 28 21 17 94 
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Table 3 
Straight Listing of Teacher Variables Found 
in States' Certification Criteria 
BEHAVIOR D D c E L L 
I I I I 
S S N N 
M M C c 
I I E E 
S S R R 
S S T T 
A A I I 
L L F F 
Yes No Yes No A B C D 
falsified document X X X 
untrue statement X X 
unauthorized use of 
equipment 
X X X 
absenteeism X X X 
leavinq qrounds X X X 
failed to maintain 
discipline 
X X X 
leaving grounds X X X 
failed to maintain 
discipline 
X X X 
inappropriate 
certification 
X X X 
failed to plan X X X 
tardiness X X X 
unrealistic expectation 
of children 
X X X 
parent complaints X X X 
unsafe classroom X X X 
failed to plan for sub X X X 
disrupted other classes X X X 
pushed a student X X X 
argumentative and 
overbearing 
X X X 
no tenure X X X 
impairment X X X 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 3 Continued 
BEHAVIOR D D C E L L 
I I I I 
S s N N 
M M C c 
I I E E 
S S R R 
S S T T 
A A I I 
L L F F 
Yes No Yes No A B C D 
tardiness X X X 
absenteeism X X X 
violated homework 
assignments 
X X X 
excessive detention X X X 
excessive lectures X X X 
classroom disarray X X X 
failed to maintain order X X X 
talked down to children X X X 
did not cover curriculum X X X 
failed to plan X X X 
complaints from parents X X X 
tardiness X X X 
left class unattended X X X 
upset parents X X X 
kept pupils from recess X X X 
lack of control X X X 
lack of rapport X X X 
fail to plan X X X 
fail to teach subject 
matter 
X X X 
inability to deal with 
different students 
X X X 
failure to demonstrate 
effective technique 
X X X 
inability to communicate X X X 
breach of contract X X X 
no tenure X X X 
gross inefficiency X X X 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 3 Continued 
behavior is tabulated. In establishing categories there 
is the chance that a teacher behavior was improperly- 
categorized, or not categorized. Straight matching helps 
assure that every teacher behavior is applied individually 
to a cell in the 2x2 chi-square. A tally for each cell in 
the 2x2 table resulted. 
Application of the Teacher Behaviors to the 2x2 Chi_Square 
Table 
The specific teacher behaviors that were found to be 
the basis for dismissal actions were matched to the 
categories of teacher behaviors developed from the review 
of the states' certification criteria and entered on the 
table. Likewise, specific teacher behaviors found to not 
match the categories of teacher behaviors developed from 
the review were stated and entered on the table. 
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Table 4 
Frequencies of Teacher Behaviors by Category 
Criteria found in Criteria not found in 
Certification Certification 
Requirement s Requirement s 
failure to: 
plan lesson 4 impaired morale 1 
Criteria were present lesson 10 disrupt others 1 
deemed to provide psycho¬ lack of tenure 2 
constitute logical environment 2 argumentative 1 
legitimate provide physical breach of contact 1 
grounds for environment 3 6 
dismissal evaluate students, 
self, programs 1 
maintain order 4 
communicate 
exercise unbiased 
2 
treatment 2 
demonstrate connec¬ 
tion between theory 
and practice 4 
interact with 
parents, community 3 
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Criteria were present lesson -3 unauthorized use of 
not deemed to interact with copy machine 1 
constitute parents -1 impairment 1 
legitimate provide physical inappropriate 
grounds for environment -1 certification 1 
dismissal 5 falsified petition 1 
untrue statement 1 
5 
Results 
The treated data was substituted in the 2x2 chi- 
square cells. Application of the x test of significance 
where two variables, each categorized in two ways, shows 
the following calculations: 
N( [AD-BC] )2 
X2= (A+B) (C+D) (A + C) (B+D) 
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In the scheme where teacher behaviors in 
certification criteria were categorized and matched to 
behaviors cited in dismissal actions, the frequencies of 
the cells were: 
A = 40 B = 6 A+B = 46 
C = 5 D = 5 C+D = 10 
A+C = 45 B+D = 11 N = 56 
Then, 
56[(200-30)-28]2 
X = 
(46)(10)(45)(11) 
1 129 184 
X = 
2 2 7 7 0 0 
X2 = 4.96, df=1 
In the scheme where bases of charges in dismissal 
actions are put to a grand list and matched to teacher 
behaviors cited in certification criteria, the frequencies 
of the cells were the same: 
A = 40 B = 6 A+B = 46 
C = 5 D = 5 C+D = 10 
A+C = 45 B+D =11 N = 56 
49 
Then, 
56[(200—30)—28]2 
X = 
(46)(10)(45)(11) 
1 129 184 
X = _ 
2 2 7 7 0 0 
X2 = 4.96, df=1 
Both schemes are well above significance at the .05 level. 
Analysis 
The analysis focuses on the results of the chi- 
square, the use of categories of teacher behaviors, and 
the hypothesis. The apparent paucity of data relative to 
teacher dismissals for incompetence is also addressed. 
The significance of the fact that Maine and Rhode Island 
do not express teacher behaviors in certification is 
discussed. 
Chi-square 
The results of the chi-square test were significant 
in both treatments of the data. The results met the 
study's purpose of generalizing specific criteria that 
administrators will likely perceive as consensual and 
well-grounded. The criteria stated in certification 
requirements are specific and, in most cases, expressed in 
behavioral terms. This makes it more capable of being 
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measured. Being measurable will enhance administrator 
acceptance of certification criteria for use in 
remediation and dismissal. 
The 2x2 chi-square table was selected to provide a 
good measure of the significance of the relationship 
between criteria in dismissals for incompetence and 
criteria for competence found in certification 
requirements. Garrett (1967) cautions that the use of the 
chi-square has certain restrictions for application. None 
of the restrictions were violated. Specifically, 
Garrett's cautions (p.153) are: 
1. "chi-square is computed from frequencies . . . 
not scores ..." 
No scores were used. Frequencies were used. 
2. "... that + in any cell should at least be 5 
it 
• • • 
The lowest frequency in any cell was 5. 
3. ". . . +'s should add up to the same total 
it 
• • • 
4. *•. . . categories should be independent and not 
overlapping ..." 
No frequency was placed in more than one cell and the cell 
designations are independent of one another. 
The chi-square of 4.96 with a df of 1 shows a very 
significant result in both methods used. In the case of 
using categories the chi-square was 4.96 and in the case 
of the non-categorical match the chi-square was 4.96. 
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Use of Categories 
There is some limitation to the category of maintain 
order because Vermont and New Hampshire do not directly 
list maintains order as a teacher behavior in 
certification criteria. Nevertheless, maintaining order 
has been a teacher behavior that has been identified in 
successful dismissal cases in Vermont and New Hampshire. 
Since a successful dismissal action seldom rests on a 
charge of failure at one teacher behavior and since there 
is a preponderance of maintains order as a category for 
all four states collectively, the limitation seems slight. 
Scrutiny of Vermont and New Hampshire criteria bear this 
out. Maintaining order is inherent in other specified 
criteria there such as make efficient use of time and 
space, use motivational techniques, promote student 
involvement. interest and actively involve students, 
encourage self-control, recognize developmental needs. 
It is reasonable that the framers of teacher 
behaviors in Vermont and New Hampshire considered that 
maintaining order manifested itself in other teacher 
behaviors and was self-evident. That teachers have been 
dismissed in Vermont and New Hampshire for failure to 
maintain order despite the lack of a specified teacher 
behavior of maintaining order in certification criteria 
does not detract from the category development of 
maintains order. 
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Hypothesis 
The hypothesis was that there would be high 
frequencies in cells A and D and low frequencies in cells 
B and C. Such proved to be the case. If the chi-square 
test was significant, the intent was to make 
recommendations to administrators to use the teacher 
behaviors in state certification requirements as criteria 
in remediation and, if necessary, in termination actions. 
The chi-square tests proved to be significant. 
Paucity of Data 
Note that since 1945 only 37 cases involving charges 
of teacher incompetence in Connecticut, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire and Rhode Island were found. Even though many 
terminations are accomplished by other methods such as 
forced retirement, buy-out and resignation, the minuscule 
number of court cases for teacher competence does not 
compare with any other profession. 
A rough estimate of the present number of teachers in 
New England approximates 70,000. In the 49 years since 
1945, if that number turned over 3 times, an estimate of 
200,000 plus teachers is reasonable. Thirty-nine of 
200,000 is two one-hundredths of one per cent! Con¬ 
fronting teacher incompetence has not been energetic. 
This study has not addressed the problem of 
identifying teacher incompetence. The preception has been 
that principals fairly well know which of their teaches 
are excellent, good, marginal, and unsatisfactory. These 
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judgments derive from formal evaluations and day-to-day 
observation over a long period of time. Much of the 
judgment is intuitive; that will not stand up in court and 
principals know it. This is another reason why 
incompetence is not confronted. 
States That Do Not Specify Teacher Behaviors for 
Certification 
The applicability of the findings for use in 
confronting competence in states that do not specify 
teacher behaviors for certification needs clarification. 
Maine and Rhode Island certification reguirements do not 
specify that a candidate demonstrate proficiency at a 
specified teacher behavior. Rather, proficiency is judged 
by successful completion of a college program approved for 
teacher certification. Although teacher behaviors are 
evaluated by colleges and school district personnel during 
the practice teaching experience, the behaviors vary from 
case to case. Administrators in Maine and Rhode Island 
cannot base an evaluation scheme on teacher behaviors that 
have official sanction as determinants of teacher 
competence as in the other New England states.. 
Originally, this study was intended for all New 
England states. Despite the lack of teacher behaviors in 
Maine and Rhode Island certification criteria, a Lexis 
search of teacher dismissals in those two states was 
conducted. Since 1945, only 6 cases of dismissal for 
incompetence emerged. Of these 6, only 2 related to the 
teacher behaviors in the other 4 New England states. 
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Since this data was so insignificant, it was not included 
in the study. 
Conclusions 
The conclusions relate to the elements of the study, 
namely, a consensual definition of good teaching, its 
relation to remediation, and the idea of revocation of 
certification as an alternative to dismissal. The issue 
of the competence of the administrator also emerged. 
Consensual Definition 
Since there is a significant relationship between the 
teacher behaviors cited as grounds in upheld teacher 
dismissals for incompetence and the teacher behaviors 
found in states' certification criteria, the hypothesis 
that courts are likely to uphold or reject dismissal cases 
on the basis of whether or not they are explicitly 
mentioned in certification requirements tests positive. 
Administrators and school committees can have some 
confidence in a dismissal action if the criteria used is 
also specified in their state's certification code. 
There is a commonality among teacher behaviors in 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Rhode Island 
certification criteria. This commonality significantly 
relates to the teacher behaviors cited as grounds in 
successful dismissals in those states. Administrators in 
other states can use the categories of teacher behaviors 
established in New England studies as a basis for a 
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teacher evaluation instrument. Credence of these 
categories is supported by many studies of the elements of 
good teaching cited in the literature. To be noted is 
that the teacher behaviors in certification criteria are 
absolute in that the teacher either does nor does not 
demonstrate the behavior. 
Likewise, in court cases on dismissals for 
incompetence, the teacher behavior that the charge 
embodies is not measured by degree; the teacher is either 
able or not able to demonstrate the behavior. The 
judgment is ultimately yes or no, not how well or how 
poorly. For this reason, it seems logical that 
administrators in other states use a yes or no scale when 
making judgment on teacher demonstration of expected 
teacher behaviors. Conversely, use of a scale is not 
advisable because its very nature contributes to our 
attitude of non-confrontation. 
Principals generally view themselves as humanists and 
place high value on a school being an effective human 
service organization. In their eyes, confrontations of 
poor teaching betray the humanist philosophy. The poor 
teaching is minimized by actions other than confrontation. 
Principals will give easier assignments, provide 
assistance with aides, and cushion parent complaints 
rather than confront. Sooner or later, even these 
reactions give way to an admission that confrontation is 
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needed. Yet, remediation is seldom tried because of the 
belief that a consensual definition is lacking. 
Remediation 
A genuine effort is required before a dismissal 
action. For the effort to be genuine, common sense 
dictates that it be objective and based on sensible 
grounds. The teacher behaviors in states' certification 
requirements are sensible not only from the standpoint 
that they are official and have been sanctioned by a state 
agency recognized as expert, but also from the standpoint 
that they significantly relate to the teacher behavior 
grounds cited in successful dismissals. 
Likewise, unsuccessful dismissals were shown to cite 
grounds not usually found in certification requirements. 
It should be noted that the effort and administrative 
practice at remediation has to be genuine or effective, 
not the outcome. That is, the carrying out of remediation 
may be effective but the remediated teacher may not 
improve as a result. Anything that can be done to improve 
remediation either saves the teacher thereby avoiding 
dismissal or provides a strong case for dismissal. In 
either case cost is lessened. The conclusion is that the 
use of teacher behaviors in state certification 
requirements can improve remediation. 
Revocation of Certification 
No study could be found that relates revocation of 
certification with either charges of teacher incompetence 
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of with teacher dismissals for incompetence in court 
cases. Likewise, statistics from state certification 
agencies show that revocations of certification for 
incompetence are rare (Gross 1988; Bridges, 1984). 
Certification regulations do provide for hearings for 
revocation of certification on a number of grounds, 
including teaching incompetence. The conclusion is that 
revocation of certification is an alternative to a costly 
court case. 
Dismissal actions are very costly. Lawyers' fees are 
paid for case preparation, for court appearances and 
reappearances, and for possible appeals. At a prevailing 
$125 per hour, one can appreciate the cost. Dismissals 
also occur in local courts where public sentiment can be 
stirred to detract from a speedy and objective proceeding. 
Both the media and employee groups contribute to this 
detraction. A proceeding may drag on for months. 
The best forum for judging teacher incompetence ought 
to include practitioners. Judges are not practitioners. 
Judges rely on the judgment of principals' expertise, 
unless capricious or arbitrary. This can be a 
disadvantage to the defendant teacher and to the plaintiff 
principal because a decision may be rendered on grounds 
that do not objectively relate to a teacher behavior. A 
hearing before a group of practitioners would reduce the 
chances for such disadvantage. 
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Teachers whose dismissals for incompetence are upheld 
by the courts do not automatically lose certification. A 
school district would have to request that the Department 
of Education revoke certification. Reports from officials 
at Department of Education certification divisions confirm 
that this rarely happens. In Massachusetts, no teacher 
has been decertified for incompetence in the last ten 
years. The tragedy is that the teacher dismissed for 
incompetence may still show licensure in a subsequent 
application for employment. 
Confronting Administrator Incompetence 
This study has been limited to teacher competence. 
It is axiomatic that in order to judge teaching competence 
one should be able to demonstrate teaching competence. 
Principals and other teaching supervisors are classified 
as teachers themselves. Some states specifically define 
principals as "principal teachers." It is quite evident 
that those that judge competence need at least the same 
training and staff development activity as those they 
judge. Administrators also have managerial and leadership 
abilities to be judged for competence. Certainly 
administrators need to be judged and, where applicable, 
confronted for incompetence. How this should be done is 
the fruit of another study. Unless administrators are 
competent, there will be limitations to administrator 
confrontation of teaching incompetence. 
59 
CHAPTER 4 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
It is recommended that administrators be made aware 
of the teacher behaviors specified in teacher 
certification criteria. Administrators and school 
committees need to understand that since these teacher 
behaviors constitute a reasonably consensual definition of 
competence that is likely to stand up in a termination 
action, teaching incompetence should be confronted. 
It is recommended that administrators and school 
committees use teacher behaviors in certification 
requirements as the basis for improving remediation. 
It is recommended that when remediation does not 
work, administrators and school committees take action to 
revoke certification rather than to dismiss and face a 
costly and lengthy court challenge. 
It is recommended that a study of confronting 
administrator incompetence be done. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY 
A host of data show the increasing inability of 
America's public school students. This data includes A 
Nation At Risk, American High School, Nation's Report 
Card. NAEP. SAT scores have not improved. Many informal 
surveys show a considerable lack of basic content 
knowledge. Employers complain of students' lack of an 
ability to think, problem-solve, and adapt. The Reform 
Movement of the 1980s has failed. Movements for 
restructuring and new pedagogy as in whole language and 
math have yet to show results. Many variables relate to 
this educational malaise, including the change in family 
structure and mores, the change in judicial intervention 
in society, and the change in racial and ethnic 
representation in schools. Nevertheless, the most 
significant variable in the teaching-learning process 
continues to be the teacher. Therefore, the teacher's 
competence is a paramount issue in this context of change 
in the schools. 
Surveys of parents show a considerable concern about 
teacher incompetence, in general. Politicians and 
business leaders call for merit pay and recertification of 
teachers. Students habitually complain about irrelevant 
subject matter and incompetent teachers. Yet, school 
administrators guess that the percent of incompetent 
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teachers ranges between 5 and 15 percent! Out of an 
estimated 210,000 teachers who served in New England 
between 1946 and the present, 37 were dismissed for 
incompetence! For reasons of incompetence, only 3 
teachers had certification revoked! In large part, this 
is because of a lack of specific teacher behaviors that 
constitute competent teaching. A consensual definition of 
competent teaching is needed so that administrators will 
begin to confront incompetent teachers. 
The results of the chi-square test show a 
significance of the relationship posed in the hypothesis: 
that teacher behaviors in state certification criteria do 
constitute a consensual definition of competent teaching. 
This consensuality derives from the shown relationship 
between teacher behaviors cited in successful dismissal 
proceedings and in certification criteria. 
Principals ought to use teacher behaviors in 
certification criteria when remediating incompetent 
teachers. If they do, and the teacher improves, dismissal 
is moot. If the teacher does not improve, then the 
probability of successful dismissal is high. However, 
revocation of certification is a better alternative to 
dismissal because it is likely to succeed, is less 
expensive, and avoids local meddling. 
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APPENDIX 
TEACHER BEHAVIORS THAT CONSTITUTE 
COMPETENCE BY STATE 
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CONNECTICUT 
TEACHER BEHAVIORS THAT CONSTITUTE COMPETENCE 
1. Promotes a positive learning environment by- 
establishing rapport communicating expectations for 
academic achievement establishing safe conditions 
conducive to learning. 
2. Maintains appropriate standards of behavior by 
communicating standards reinforcing standards 
applying fitting consequences. 
3. Engages the students in the activities of the lesson. 
4. Manages effectively routines and transitions by 
planning, establishing norms and a sense of 
structure, organizing resources and materials, and 
using time wisely. 
5. Presents appropriate lesson content by aligning with 
lesson objectives, suiting the level to students' 
development, and insuring accuracy. 
6. Creates a structure for learning by initiating 
lessons so that students can focus on objectives and 
closing lessons so that students can understand 
purpose. 
7. Develops the lesson to promote achievement of lesson 
objectives by providing underlying order, manifesting 
a link between related lesson elements, leading 
students to learn content of each element, and using 
materials to purposefully support development of 
lessons. 
8. Uses appropriate questioning strategies by asking 
questions of appropriate cognitive level, responding 
positively to build upon discussion, insuring 
opportunity for total participation, and using time 
to facilitate responses. 
9. Communicates clearly, using precise language and 
acceptable oral expression by coherence and avoidance 
of vagueness and ambiguity, clarity through 
articulation, volume, and rate, and refraining from 
vulgarity and use of unacceptable oral expressions. 
10. Monitors student understanding of the lesson and 
adjusts instruction when necessary. 
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MASSACHUSETTS 
TEACHER BEHAVIORS THAT CONSTITUTE COMPETENCE 
Gives clear and concise explanations and directions 
Frames questions so as to encourage inquiry 
Uses appropriate metaphors, examples, and illustrations 
Makes the goals of teaching and learning clear to students 
Uses language appropriate to the age, developmental stage, 
special needs, and social, racial, and linguistic 
background of his or her students 
Serves as an example of clear and effective oral and 
written communication 
Listens to students 
Communicates effectively with parents 
Understands the needs and interests of his or her students 
and designs or adapts the curriculum to meet these 
needs and interests 
Has clear goals for student learning 
Relates the elements of instruction sequentially to each 
other, to other fields of knowledge, to students' 
experiences, and to long-term goals 
Understands developmental psychology and relationships 
between stages of growth 
Uses materials, media, and techniques appropriate to the 
age, developmental stage, special needs, and social, 
racial and linguistic background of his or her 
students, both individually and as a class 
Uses materials, media, and techniques suited to the 
subject matter and to meeting the goals of 
instructions 
Teaches, as necessary, the basic academic skills (reading, 
communication, mathematics) related to the goals of 
instruction 
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Is aware of recent developments in teaching, particularly 
in his or her field(s) of knowledge 
Understands techniques of classroom management and how to 
maintain a sense of order in the classroom 
Makes effective use of appropriate resources in the 
community 
Uses evaluative procedures appropriate to the age, 
developmental stage, special needs, and social, 
racial, and linguistic background of his or her 
students, and corrects for any ethnic, racial, or 
sexual bias in evaluation 
Interprets the results to improve instruction both for 
class as a whole and for individual students 
Identifies problems in reading which inhibit learning and 
works toward remedying these problems 
Encourages the involvement of students in evaluation of 
instruction 
Evaluates his or her own role, behavior, and performance 
in the classroom 
Defends and encourages the exercise of students' rights to 
equal treatment and freedom of expression 
Responds to the needs of individual students so as to 
enhance their self-esteem 
Works toward a learning environment favorable to open 
inquiry and devoid of ridicule 
Encourages a positive atmosphere for all students, 
especially those with special needs 
Avoids and discourages racial, sexual, social, ethnic, 
religious, physical, and other stereotyping 
66 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
TEACHER BEHAVIORS THAT CONSTITUTE COMPETENCE 
For Elementary: 
design self-contained classroom environments which address 
the learning needs of children as well as make 
efficient use of time and space; 
design instruction for reading and language, mathematics, 
science, social studies, physical and mental health, 
physical education, and the arts; 
implement a language program which integrates reading, 
writing, speaking, and listening; 
implement a mathematics program which promotes both 
theoretical understanding and practical application 
as well as utilizes manipulatives to teach 
mathematical concepts; 
integrate the arts into all areas of the curriculum; 
supplement the teaching of physical education; 
use a variety of methods and materials; 
integrate simulation, role playing and other action 
activities into instruction to: 
1. promote pupil mastery of fundamental skills and 
concepts; 
2. integrate critical thinking and problem solving 
in all subject areas; 
use audio-visual and electronic technology as integral 
parts of the teaching process; 
design, administer, and use the results of informal 
inventories to meet individual needs; 
use the results of standardized tests, observation, and 
daily student performance to plan instruction; 
help students develop the ability to assess their own 
progress as learners. 
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For Middle/Junior High: 
use a variety of teaching strategies and motivational 
technigues to meet different learning styles; 
promote active student involvement in the learning 
process; 
assist students in the transition from concrete learning 
to abstract reasoning; 
teach students to master basic skills, use those skills in 
various disciplines, and be able to develop and test 
hypothesis; 
promote students' career exploration and development; 
use both theoretical and practical problems to teach 
communication skills (reading, writing, listening, 
speaking), study skills, problem solving, decision 
making, critical thinking; 
use information from print and non-print media; 
identify and use, when appropriate, community resources 
that enhance student learning. 
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VERMONT 
TEACHER BEHAVIORS THAT CONSTITUTE COMPETENCY 
K—8 
to develop students' appreciation, enthusiasm and skills; 
to design instruction commensurate with developmental 
needs and readiness; 
to interest and actively involve students in study; 
to encourage students to express themselves creatively; 
to promote an environment which encourages self-awareness, 
self-expression, self-control, and a sense of trust 
and independence; 
to perform in a creative medium; 
to develop students' sensitivity. 
All Teachers 
to identify the processes by which students learn and an 
ability to select appropriate methods and materials 
to meet the learning needs of a diverse student body; 
to select, use, and interpret assessment processes and 
instruments ; 
to identify the strengths and weaknesses of individual 
pupils; 
to recognize the individual learners' physical, 
intellectual, and psychological developmental needs; 
to teach reading skills as they relate to subject matter 
being taught; 
to apply the knowledge of child, early and late 
adolescence development to learning; 
to integrate special education students into appropriate 
learning situations; 
to develop students' awareness of and responsibility for 
personal health; 
to select and use appropriate technology within the 
endorsement area(s); 
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ability to apply current state and federal laws and 
regulations as they apply to all children, including 
those who are at risk and with handicapping 
conditions; 
ability to identify conditions and actions which would 
tend to discriminate against students on the basis of 
sex, race, color, creed, age, handicap or national 
origin, and to develop teaching strategies which will 
overcome those conditions or actions. 
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